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チを特徴とするため明確な定義づけはあまり重視していないが（Zawacki & Rogers, 2012），明らか
に学習者の発達段階を考慮し批判的思考力の向上を目的に含む学習者中心型ライティングの走りで
あり，WACといえば学習者中心型のライティングを指すという認識は定着している。
Like general education programs, WAC programs are defined in part by their intended outcome
―helping students to become critical thinkers and problem-solvers as well as developing their 
communication skills. But unlike general education, WAC is uniquely defined by its pedagogy. 
Indeed, one might say that WAC has been, more than any other recent educational reform 
movement, one aimed at transforming pedagogy at the college level, at moving away from the 
lecture mode of teaching (the “delivery of information” model) to a model of active student 
engagement with the material and with the genres of the discipline through writing, not just in 
English classes but in all classes across the university. (McLeod, 2012, p. 54)
またMcLeod（2012）が指摘するように，そもそもライティング教育におけるプロセス・アプロー
チへの転換の背景にはこのWACアプローチの存在があるといえる。
One of the most interesting quiet revolutions that has taken place on college campuses as a result 
of successful WAC programs is the use by many teachers in the disciplines of what we have come 
to think of as the “process approach” in teaching writing―not only allowing revision of student 
work, but requiring it, often using peer groups in the classroom to respond to drafts. 
(McLeod, 2012, p. 62)
　WACは大学進学者が急増した 1970年代のイギリスおよびアメリカで，大学の授業や課題につ
いていけない学生に対応するためのカリキュラム改革の必要性が唱えられる中で生まれ（Russell, 
2012; McLeod, 2012; Craig, 2013），高等教育の中でライティングが教育，学習，コミュニケー
ションの道具として果たす多様な役割についての探求を，その 40年ほどの歴史の中で続けてき






ることを提言した（Britton, 1978; Russell, 2012; Zawacki & Rogers, 2012）。このうち思考の深まりを
ライティングを通して求めるコンセプトは “writing to learn” と呼ばれる。
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When we speak of WAC pedagogy, we are talking about two somewhat different approaches: 
we may think of these under the headings of “writing to learn” and “writing to communicate.” 
The former is the pedagogy most identified with WAC programs, one that caught on quickly in 
the form of one of its most popular assignments, the journal. . . . [T]his pedagogy encourages 
teachers to use ungraded writing (writing to the self as audience) in order to have students think 






視野に入れているという特徴を持つ。この科目横断的なライティングのコンセプトは “writing to 
communicate” と呼ばれ，writing to learnとは区別される。
[WAC] focuses around a particular body of information. Where freshman composition might 
focus on teaching the general features of what we term “academic discourse,” WAC focuses 
not on writing skills per se, but on teaching both the content of the discipline and the particular 
discourse features used in writing about that content. . . . The latter approach, writing to 
communicate, is pedagogically more complex. It is based on theories of the social construction 
of knowledge. . . . The most obvious pedagogical manifestation of this approach is the use of 
peer groups in the classroom and approaches to teaching that take into account analysis of the 
discourse of the disciplines and genre theory. (McLeod, 2012, pp. 54―55)






The increased use of peers for responding to student writing is most obvious in that now-familiar 
unit on campus, the writing center. It is not coincidental that WAC and writing centers have 
grown up together during the past twenty-five years, since they are natural partners and in many 
institutions mutually dependent on one another. (McLeod, 2012, p. 62)
　L2のライティング授業でのピア活動について考える本研究に関係してくるのは writing to learn 
のコンセプトの方だが，ライティングという一つの授業のピア活動に writing to learn のコンセプ
トが目的とするような思考の深まりを伴うような効果を期待するには，前に挙げたようにいくつか








Perhaps the ultimate disciplinary discourse may be found in the foreign language curriculum, 
where the discourse to be learned is indeed an entirely different language. (McLeod, 2012, p. 60)
また同じ作文としてのライティングであっても L1と L2という違いだけでカリキュラム内の分断
が生じうると Craig（2013）は指摘している。
In language learning contexts, two major pedagogical perspectives are most common: writing 
studies and EFL/ESL. Within writing studies, there are composition faculty and writing-across-
the-curriculum faculty. Within EFL/ESL, there are dif ferent specialization and theoretical 
perspectives (e.g. applied linguistics, second language writing, English for Specific Purposes 
and content-based learning, to name a few.) Each of these perspectives may embody slightly 
conflicting definitions of what constitutes ‘good writing’ and the method of achieving this goal. 
(Craig, 2013, p. 6)
これらの指摘から考えると，専門性のある科目でないとしても L2の複数の語学科目の間，あるい
は L2が中心となる授業とそうでない授業との連携でも，writing to communicate のコンセプトは部
分的には導入できるのではないかと思われる。さらに Craig（2013）は，オーラル・コミュニケーショ
ンがWACとの相性がよいとも述べている。
In WAC, writing and oral presentation are based on meaningful content and oriented toward the 
transformation of information into knowledge. Writing-across-the-curriculum practice stretches 
from the most basic writing-to-learn activity in the classroom to academic writing throughout 
the university and then to Writing in the Disciplines with its authentic, situated, and complex 
communication objectives. Moreover, as communication demands on students evolve, writing-
across-the-curriculum practice now includes not only writing but also oral presentation, the use of 
informational visuals, and an ever-increasing array of multi-modal communication acts.









In the WAC classroom, an oral presentation assignment is a significant communication learning 
opportunity that ends with oral presentation but begins with critical thinking, invention, and 
drafting. . . . Students can achieve greater success in their presentations if we implement four 
stages that integrate elements of the WAC approach: planning, preparation, practice, and 

































































If the topic is too superficial, the students are likely to be bored, and the learning opportunities 
will not be valuable. However, if the topic is too complex or broad, student presenters can be 












































すると，L2ライティングの授業でそれまでも指導してきた thesis statement や topic sentence，
transition といった重要な構成要素がより具体的，明確になったものが増え，書き直すように指示
する筆者からのフィードバックの数は減少している。またこれらの構成要素をパラグラフのどの部
分に修正して配置すべきかに関するフィードバックも減っており，特にそれまで topic sentence と
の差別化に苦しむことが多く introduction の冒頭に配置しがちだった thesis statement が冒頭にみ
られるケースはかなり減った。わかりやすいもう一つの変化は，第一人称の “I” の使用頻度が減り，
意見を述べる部分にだけ効果的に “we” を使用する形になっていたことである。これは L1ディベー
トを通し，客観性をより意識するようになったことの表れであると思われる。
　質的，構成的な面ではもちろん弊害もあった。一つは L1ディベートのためのスピーチ原稿のよ
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